¢cc creative center

Models for financing advocacy organizations,
research institutions and think tanks by local
sources of finance

REPORT ON THE FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

CONTRACTING AGENCY
UNITER Project

3 Mechnykova Str., Office 801
Kyiv 01601, Ukraine

IMPLEMENTER

CCC Creative Center

30 Bazhana Av., Office 8
Kyiv 02140 UKRAINE

KYIV
2013



TABLE OF CONTENTS

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION
STUDY METHODOLOGY
STUDY RESULTS
1. Profile of respondents
2. Local sources of financing for advocacy organizations
3. Local sources of financing for research institutions and think tanks
4, Fundraising mechanisms
5. Capacity of organizations to receive support from the local financial sources to cover their
administrative costs and the volume of such support
6. Ensuring sustainability of CSOs at the account of the local sources of finance
7. CSOs’ key fundraising skills
8. International experience
CONCLUSIONS
RECOMMENDATIONS
ANNEXES
Annex 1. Study’s Terms of Reference
Annex 2. List of advocacy organizations, research institutions and think tanks that
participated in the study
Annex 3. Study tools
Annex 4. Finance models for advocacy organizations, research institutions and think

tanks



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The CCC Creative Center completed a study in the period of March - April 2013. The study’s goal was
to identify the best local fundraising practices used by different Ukrainian advocacy organizations,
research institutions and think tanks operating in various fields. The objectives of the study were to
identify the best practices for mobilization of local resources applied by advocacy organizations,
research institutions and think tanks and the volume of these locally raised funds. The local finance
means any finance of the Ukrainian origin, in particular, budgetary resources (state/local authorities),
donations from citizens and business, grants from the local foundations, revenues from own service
provision and business activities etc.

54 advocacy organizations (AO) and 35 research institutions and think tanks participated in the
survey by filling in an on-line questionnaire form. Besides, 10 advocacy organizations and 3 research
institutions and think tanks provided detailed information about their experience with local
fundraising during the individual interviews.

The findings of the study are as follows:

e Ukrainian advocacy organizations, research institutions and think tanks generate income from
various local sources.

e Advocacy organizations tend to rely more on local sources of funding when compared to the
research institutions and think tanks. The share of locally raised funds amounts to fifty per cent of
their budgets. Over fifty per cent of polled research institutions and think tanks are dependent on
the international donor organizations.

e The budgets of advocacy organizations are primarily made of funds provided by the state and local
authorities, charitable contributions from business and citizens whereas the research institutions
and think tanks rely on own economic activities and smaller budgetary funds, membership dues
and business donations.

e Locally raised finance is mainly used to cover administrative costs and expenditures related to
organization and implementation of various events by advocacy organizations, research
institutions and think tanks. The latter two use locally raised funds to pay salaries and cover travel
costs. Surprisingly enough civil society organizations use a small share of their locally raised funds
to conduct advocacy campaigns.

e Nearly half of advocacy organizations, research institutions and think tanks raise local funds in line
with their strategic plan and/or their fundraising plan. Only one in four organizations conducts
campaign to raise needed funds or it does it spontaneously.

e Advocacy organizations raise local funds by preparing project proposals for various local
competitions announced by the local public authorities in order to implement local programmes; by
providing different services and conducting various economic activities; by asking citizens and
business to donate for specific events; by cooperating with local public authorities and councils on
certain terms and conditions; and by conducting ad hoc campaigns for specific events.

e Advocacy organizations receive local support as financial means, services and volunteer’s work and
intellectual resources.

e Advocacy organizations can receive up to 100 000 UAH from the local budget, around 5 000-6 000
UAH from citizens, up to 30 000 UAH and more from business if a company happens to like the idea
and the organization.

e Research institutions and think tanks raise funds by placing ads on websites, by participating in
various press-events, by producing own bulletin/magazine and by conducting own economic
activities.

e Research institutions can receive local funds of any amount, both as money and services.

e Advocacy organizations find it easier to raise funds for programme activities focused on certain
events. Although it is possible to raise funds for popular contracts such as preparation of
investment passports and development of local strategies; implementation of a comprehensive
assessment of tourist attractiveness, marketing and branding of a certain area and delivering
holistic training programmes related to the abovementioned topics. It is necessary to earmark
funding for these activities in the respective regional development programmes. It is extremely
difficult, almost impossible, to raise funds to cover the costs of a legal expert to provide free legal



advice to citizens, to fund capacity building activities and long-term projects focused on monitoring
of performance of the local public authorities and local self-government bodies as well as ensuring
public pressure on these authorities and to cover administrative costs.

e In the opinion of research institutions and think tanks it is easier to raise funds to organize public
events and conduct studies and it is more difficult to find funding to cover the overhead costs.

e Only a small share of research institutions believes that they can be sustainable at the account of
the local finance. As for advocacy organizations, none of them believes in that.

e A large majority of advocacy organizations firmly believe that at present local resources can help
them only to some extent. The research institutions and think tanks consider that the level of their
financial sustainability based on local resources can vary between 1% and 50%.

The study has identified certain trends that should be brought to notice.
First of all, both local and international donors operating in Ukraine prefer to support projects
and programmes initiated by the organizations and reduce as much as possible the support
focused on administrative costs. It does not make civil society organizations more sustainable
even if they have a long-term strategic plan. They are forced to survive from one project to
another.
Second of all, there is a discrepancy of how CSOs understand administrative costs. It does not
come as a surprise since all polled organizations work with different local and international
donors that have different approaches to what should be included and should not be included to
the project administrative costs.
Third of all, there is a lack of a concept for funding overhead costs related to the activities of an
organization, which is widely used in the USA and which is almost non-existent in Ukraine when
it comes to the USAID-funded projects and programmes. And that leads
to the next trend, which translates into “flexible” use of provided resources and application of
“non-traditional approaches” to cover administrative costs both of the projects as well as the
operational activities of the organization. In other words, we have corruption implanted by the
donors and their rules.

In order to disseminate successful finance models of advocacy organizations, research institutions

and think tanks the following steps should be taken:
First of all, one needs to clearly understand the role of advocacy organizations, research institutions
and think tanks, the peculiarities and specifics of their activities, their similarities and differences
with organizations that provide social services.
Second of all, a clear-cut definition of administrative costs under the project and administrative
costs of the organization should be offered.
Third of all, a concept of indirect costs should be developed (similar to the Negotiated Indirect Cost
Rate Agreement - NICRA in the USA) in order to simplify life for organizations so they don’t have to
invent and come up with talented schemes to cover administrative costs at the account of already
limited programme funds. This will create equal conditions that ensure equal competition of ideas,
services and professionalism of organizations in the long run.
Fourth of all, there has to be an interesting and quality product (s) at the affordable price and
pricing policy; it should be properly marketed and someone has to bear responsibility for it.
Fifth of all, organizations have to be transparent in what they do, they should report their activities,
for instance, start a mandatory practice of publishing annual reports to enable others understand
and see the openness of the CSOs’ work and their generous contribution to the development of the
civil society.
And the last, the organizations should share success and experience; they should disseminate their
success fundraising stories and support successful practices. It is vital to have meetings and
workshops, train activists at the regional and national level. It is important to publish manuals and
guidance with good practices as well as develop a website with these best practices.

As for the finance model for advocacy organizations it is essential to consider the Community
Shares model to be eventually implemented in Ukraine.



INTRODUCTION

Ukraine National Initiatives to Enhance Reforms (UNITER) project is scheduled to finish in September
2013. In its final year UNITER program is undertaking a series of assessments that are aimed to
inform civil society strategies for the next five years in Ukraine. The primary goal of UNITER is to
strengthen and assist leading pro-reform Ukrainian civil society organizations (CSOs) to sustain and
consolidate democratic gains. Through financial support of advocacy campaigns on both national and
local levels Pact promotes NGOs role in reforms.

Nonprofit organizations are often a tool by which citizens can engage in the policy process. Many
nonprofit organizations engage in issue advocacy. For some nonprofit organizations issue advocacy is
the purpose for their existence. For others, issue advocacy is a means of meeting organizational goals.
Many nonprofits avoid issue advocacy altogether. Nonprofit advocacy is defined as any activity
engaged by a nonprofit organization to influence policy (direct advocacy) or public opinion
(education). Advocacy activities vary among organizations. Some common forms of advocacy activities
include public and policy maker education; research; agenda setting and policy design; lobbying;
policy implementation, monitoring, and feedback; and election related activity (Reid, 2000).

There are two major types of nonprofit organizations: traditional nonprofit organizations and citizen
advocacy groups (Berry, 2001). Traditional nonprofit organizations mostly serve a social welfare
function to a particular constituency. Citizen advocacy groups are organized for the sole purpose of
issue advocacy. Although traditional nonprofit organizations do not exist for the purpose of advocacy,
they often find themselves interacting with government representatives and engaging in advocacy
activities to support their organizational goals.

A policy institute (often termed "think tank") is an organization that
performs research and advocacy concerning topics such as social policy, political strategy, economics,
military, technology, and culture. Most policy institutes are non-profit organizations. Think tanks vary
by ideological perspectives, sources of funding, topical emphasis and prospective consumers. Funding
sources and the consumers intended also define the workings of think tanks. Some receive direct
government assistance, while others rely on private individual or corporate donors. This will
invariably affect the degree of academic freedom within each policy institute and to whom or what the
institution feels beholden. Funding may also represent who or what the institution wants to influence.
Think tanks can be defined by funding sources (individuals, corporations, foundations,
donors/governments, endowments, sales/events) and business model (independent research,
contract work, advocacy) and the balance between research, consultancy, and advocacy as well.

A limited resources often provide the greatest barrier to effective advocacy and policy work. In
Ukraine majority of advocacy organizations and think tanks depend from international funding. It is
critical for these organizations to find local source of funding for its activities in order to become
sustainable and independent in the future. CCC reports that the local sources of funding have
decreased significantly as a result of the economic crisis that hit Ukraine in 2008-2009. As Ukraine
economy still remains in downturn, the local resources will not likely to replace donors’ support to
NGOs. With this assessment Pact aims to map the existing best practices in the country on generating
local funding for the activities of various types of advocacy organizations.

The report includes the findings of the study that focused on the identification of the best fundraising
practices in terms of the local finance used by the Ukrainian advocacy organizations, research
institutions and think tanks operating in different fields. The objectives of the study were to identify
the best practices for mobilization of local resources applied by advocacy organizations, research
institutions and think tanks and to determine the volume of such funding depending on the practice.

The report consists of several chapters that present information on the study methodology, findings of
the study according to its scope, conclusions and recommendations.


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Organization
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Research
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Advocacy
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Social_policy
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STUDY METHODOLOGY

Study’s Goal and Objectives
The goal of the study was to identify the best fundraising practices for attracting local finance used by
the Ukrainian advocacy organizations, research institutions and think tanks operating in various fields.
The objectives of the study were:
1. To define the best practices for mobilization of local resources by advocacy organizations,
research institutions and think tanks depending on the type of an organization

2. To determine the volume of raised funds depending on a model.

Key Issues of the Study

e What are local finance sources available to advocacy organizations working in different fields?
What finance models exist in Ukraine to support advocacy organizations working in different
fields?

e What are finance sources and finance models available to research institutions/think tanks
working in different fields?

e To what extent can the local resources ensure the sustainability of advocacy organizations,
research institutions and think tanks?

e How does the fundraising mechanism used by advocacy organizations working in different
fields in Ukraine look like?

e What are key capacities and characteristics of advocacy organizations and research
institutions and think tanks to raise locally available funds?

e Whatis required to disseminate/replicate successful models?

o To what extent can the organizations receive support for administrative costs at the account of
the local finance sources?

e How much can an organization get by using the model?

Sampling

Two types of organizations were chosen from the CCC Creative Center database (640 organizations)
for the study. The first group of organizations included the organizations that had indicated advocacy
as one of their three main types of activities and that had at least one local finance source. The number
of these organizations was 198. The second group of organizations included the organizations engaged
in research and analytical work as well as the production of various recommendations. The second list
was complemented by a number of research institutions and think tanks that participated and did not
participate in the studies conducted by the CCC Creative Center over the past years. It should be
mentioned that the second group of organizations did not have any organization from the first list. As a
result, the number of organizations in the second list was 93.

All organizations received a questionnaire form by e-mail with a letter and clear rules on how to fill in
the form and the deadline. Reminders to fill in the questionnaire were sent from time to time. Before
the deadline we received 54 filled in questionnaire forms from advocacy organizations (27% response
rate) and 35 filled in questionnaire forms from 35 research institutions and think tanks (38%
response rate). Besides, 10 advocacy organizations and 3 research institutions/think tanks provided
detailed information about their own experience of raising locally available funds. The list of
organizations that participated in the study is available in Annex 2.

Study methods included review of documents, reports, studies, publications; an on-line poll and
individual interviews.

The following information sources were used to conduct the study - a study of the Ukrainian civil
society organizations, information materials from various conferences and international studies,
electronic and printed press, questionnaires and information materials generated during interviews
with CSOs.



The following tools were used to conduct the study - an electronic questionnaire form, a list of
questions for individual interviews and focus-group discussions and a list of questions to process
various documents, reports, studies, publications of CSOs.

STUDY PLAN
The study included several phases, in particular:
° Review of documents, reports and studies
. Selection of participants of the study
. Preparation of the study’s tools (questionnaire forms and guidelines)
° An on-line poll
. Individual meetings/interviews
. Preparation of the first deliverables
. Preparation of the final report.

The study had several limitations. First of all, an on-line poll had an impact on the number of filled in
questionnaire forms. Despite small number of questions in the form and numerous reminders the
response rate was 28% for advocacy organizations and 38% for research institutions and think tanks.
It should be noted that such response rate has not had an impact on identification of general trend in
local support rendered to advocacy organizations and research institutions and think tanks. However
it has limited the number of comments and examples. Second of all, the term of “administrative costs”
was not clearly defined at the beginning of the survey. The lack of a clear-cut definition of this term has
demonstrated that the polled organizations had different understanding of it; in particular, some
perceived it as administrative costs related to the project implementation only, for some they meant
the costs related to the organizational expenditures and for some they meant indirect costs. And
finally, the study has revealed that the organizations did not quite understand the difference between
the advocacy organizations and social justice organizations. The organizations being the advocacy
organizations would give an example of their advocacy activities that in reality were social services.
Poor understanding of a peculiar nature of an advocacy organization has reduced the number of
relevant examples.



STUDY RESULTS
1. PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS

Around 54 advocacy organizations and 35 research institutions and think tanks participated in the
study (Please see the list in Annex 2). Over 90% of organizations in both groups have been registered
in compliance with the Law of Ukraine On Civic Associations and only 7% of advocacy organizations
and 3% of research institutions and think tanks have been registered as charitable organizations and
foundations (Diagrams 1 and 2). Organizations engaged in advocacy were registered in the period
from 1991 to 2011, whereas the research institutions and think tanks were registered in the period
from 1994 to 2010. The registration high for polled advocacy organizations was the years of 1998,
2003 and 2006 and for research institutions and think tanks - the periods from 1998 to 2000, 2006-
2007 and 2009-2010.

Research Institutions/Think Tanks | Advocacy Organizations
3% 2062%
u NGOs
L NGOs
i Charitable
u Charitable Foundations
Foundations Did not
answer

Diagrams 1 and 2. ’f‘ype of Registration

The geographical span of advocacy organizations and research institutions/think tanks varies (See
Diagrams 3 and 4). One third of research institutions/think tanks works nationwide and only one in
ten advocacy organizations works nationwide. One in five advocacy organizations works at the local
level (city/district) as well as one in ten research institutions/think tanks. Around 60% of
organizations from both groups work at the oblast and/or regional level.

Research Institutions/Think Tanks Advocacy Organizations

6%
u Whole Ukraine

9%

& Whole Ukraine 11%

i Region/Oblast
& Region/Oblast
City/District
City/District

u Did not answer

Diagrams 3 and 4. Regional Division

A large majority of polled advocacy organizations addresses human rights issues, protects the
interests of children and youth and promotes civil education (See Diagram 5).
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Diagram 5. Areas of Activities of Advocacy Organizations

Research institutions and think tanks are primarily engaged in public policy and legislation, civil
education, human rights and regional development (See Diagram 6). Advocacy organizations and
research institutions/think tanks are involved in the civil society development to the same extent.

Other jwwss 6%
Municipal Infrastructure |sa 3%
Regional Development
Third sector (NGO) Development | 2600
HIV/AIDS |ss 3%
Social Issues |
Women & 3%

Religious Associations | 0%
Professional Associations fsa 3%

349

9%

Policy, Legislation, State | I 43%
Mass Media f————— 1|7% |
Human Rights | 37%
Corporate Social Responsibility | 0%
Charity Development s 3%
Health Care, Medical Science | 0%
Ecology, Environmental Protection | 9%
Culture, Arts, Literature |ws 3%
Consumer Rights | 0%
Civil Education | 43%
Children and Youth 17%

Chornobyl Meltdown | 0%
Business Development jsssss 69
Agricultural Development | 6%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
Diagram 6. Areas of Activities of Research Institutions/Think Tanks

The main clients of the advocacy organizations are youth, general population, civil society
organizations, members of the organizations and children (Please see Diagram 7).
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Diagram 7. Clients of Advocacy Organizations

Research institutions and think tanks consider civil society organizations, general population, civil
servants, youth and businessmen to be their main customers (See Diagram 8).

Other | 0%
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29%

Diagram 8. Clients of Research Institutions and Think Tanks

In addition to advocacy and protection of interests the advocacy organizations are engaged in delivery
of trainings and consultations, they conduct studies, provide social services and render legal aid. (See
Diagram 9). The peculiarity of the Ukrainian advocacy organizations is the versatility of their activities,
in other words, there is hardly any organization that is focused and engaged only in advocacy. As a
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rule, advocacy complements other activities of an organization and services it provides to its
customers.

Other

2%

Rehabilitation & 6%

Charity juss |8%

Development of Recommendations (c/m)??? 10%

Grant Programme Administration _l_ 16%

Educational Activities J—— 22%
Legal Advice J—— 24%
Delivery of Social Services — 24%
Research and Analytical Work —|—|- 24%
Information Dissemination ———— 35%
Trainings and Consulting 43%

Advocacy and Lobbying 100%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%100%
Diagram 9. Areas of Activities of Advocacy Organizations

The average annual budget of an advocacy organization amounts to 149 000 UAH, whereas for a
research institution/think tank it is 982 000 UAH. The lowest budget of a research institution/think
tank can be 5 000 UAH and the maximum can be up to 12 000 000 UAH per year. The budgets of the
advocacy organizations are much smaller and vary between 200 to 1 130 000 UAH per year.

2. LOCAL SOURCES OF FINANCING FOR ADVOCACY ORGANIZATIONS

The study of the main funding sources of advocacy organizations has demonstrated various sources of
local finance available to these organizations. It can be funding provided by the local public
authorities, businesses, citizens; it can be membership dues and own economic activities. Diagram 10
shows the share of polled organizations that have indicated the nature of their finance received locally.

80% 76%
70% +—— & Grants from International Organizations
60% —— 56% 510, & Donations from Business
50% +—— 46% 13% « Donations from Citizens
40% - u Membership Dues
30% - & Grants from the State/Local Authorities
20% - u Grants from Local Organizations
10% - —6%—— = Own Economic Activities
0% - Other

Diagram 10. Breakdown of Polled Organizations by Funding from Various Sources

The analysis of the budgets of advocacy organizations has revealed that the average budget of such
organization looks as follows (See Diagram 11).
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11%

Diagram 11. Budget of an Advocacy Organization by Various Revenue Sources

Although 56% of advocacy organizations receive support from business, the share of such support
amounts only 11% in the organizational budget. Charitable contributions make 8% of the budget but
only 54% of organizations receive them. Membership dues and grants from the local/state authorities
make 10% and 13% of the budget respectively; however 46% and 43% of organizations reported
these funding sources. The grants from the local organizations and own economic activities bring the
least to the budget of the organizations and only 11% and 15% of organizations reported these
sources respectively.

The review of expenses covered by the finance raised by advocacy organizations at the local level has
shown that the money is mainly used to carry out different events (57%) and cover administrative
costs (50%). The local funds are used to pay salaries, cover business trips, conduct advocacy
campaigns and buy equipment (19%, 13%, 17% and 19% respectively) (See Diagram 12).

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

57%

50%

u Salaries

u Business Trips/Travel

= Events

& Advocacy Campaigns

i« Equipment

= Administrative Expenditures

= An Organization Does Not
Receive Funding

Diagram 12. Activities of Advocacy Organizations Covered by Local Finance Sources
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3. LOCAL SOURCES OF FINANCING FOR RESEARCH INSTITUTIONS/THINK TANKS

Research institutions and think tanks have financing from various local sources (See Diagram 13).
Approximately one third of polled organizations have indicated the availability of business funding, a
possibility to receive citizen support and money from the national/state authorities and revenues
from own economic activities. One out of four centers receives membership dues and only 17% of
organizations enjoy the support from local organizations and foundations.

90% o
83% u Grants from International

80% Organizations

u Donations from Business

70%
60% « Donations from Citizens
50% & Membership Dues

40% i Grants from the State/Local
Authorities

i Grants from Local Organizations

30%
20%

. Own Economic Activities

10%
° i Other

0%

Diagram 13. Main Sources of Funding for Research Institutions/Think Tanks

The analysis of revenues and their shares in the budget of a research institution/think tank has
demonstrated that all local funding amounts only to 38% of the total budget of the organization (See
Diagram 14). Own economic activities are the most profitable source of revenue for the research
institutions/think tanks. Business donations, grants from the state and local authorities and the
membership dues equally support the work of the research institutions/think tanks to some extent.
Despite substantial support of citizens that one in three centers enjoys the share of such support is
quite insignificant in the budget of an organization; the same can be said about the grants from the
local funds.

Other

0,
Grants from ~1%

Local own
Organizations

3% \ Economic

Activities
Grants from the 12%
State/Local —_
Authorities
7%
Membership
Dues V
7%

Donations

from
Cltlgens Donations from
2% Business
6%

Diagram 14. Shares of Various Finance Sources in the Budget of a Research Institution/Think
Tank
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The study has demonstrated that the research institutions/think tanks spend the most on their events
(66%) and administrative costs (51%) (See Diagram 15). Salaries of staff and consultants amount to
quite a large share of the total budget (37%) as well as the business trips/travel (26%). Twenty per
cent of organizations spend raised funds on equipment. And only 3% of research institutions/think
tanks conduct advocacy campaigns at the account of locally raised money.

0% 66%

& Salaries
60%

51% w Business Trips/Travel
50%
Events

40% 37%

& Advocacy Campaigns
30% +—— 6% _

0% = Equipment
20% +——
0,
14% Administrative Expenditures
10% - —
3% An Organization Does Not
0% | Receive Funding

Diagram 15. Activities of Research Institutions/Think Tanks Covered by Local Finance Sources

4. FUNDRAISING MECHANISMS

In order to understand how CSOs raise funds they were asked about the availability of a fundraising
plan and the overall trend for the last year, in particular whether the funding was increased or
decreased. Besides, the representatives of the organizations were asked to indicate individuals
engaged in fundraising in their organizations. The answers presented in the questionnaire forms for
both the advocacy organizations and research institutions/think tanks reveal the existing fundraising
practices in these organizations.

The review of 54 questionnaire forms filled in by the advocacy organizations has demonstrated that
44% of polled organizations have a written fundraising plan for one year and 54% of organizations
raise their funds in line with their strategic plan. One in four organizations conducts relevant
campaigns to raise funds or does it on an ad hoc basis. As a rule, it is the head of the organization that
is responsible and engaged in fundraising in 94% of polled organizations, although nearly 50% of
organizations have both the heads and other members of the organization engaged in this work. Only
one in four organizations engages staff in fundraising activities (See Diagram 16).

The answers of the polled advocacy organizations reveal that only two thirds of 44% of organizations
that have a written fundraising plan for at least for one year managed to increase their funding or to
keep it at the same level; and only one third of organizations reported the decreased funding.
Organizations that managed to increase the funding commented that they rely on their strategic plans
and conduct relevant fundraising campaigns. In order to maintain the funding at a certain level the
advocacy organizations rely both on strategic plans and campaigns, but to a large extent they do it
spontaneously. The advocacy organizations that did not manage to keep the revenues at the same level
try to use all possible fundraising methods and mechanisms but they are simply not successful in
doing that.
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100% 94% 100% 94%
& Head of an
90% 1— Organization 90% 1—
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Diagram 16. Individuals Engaged in Fundraising

The fundraising situation in the research institutions/think tanks does not differ much from the
advocacy organizations. However, 28% of research institutions/think tanks have reported increased
funding during the last year if compared to only 20% of the advocacy organizations that could report
the same developments. About 37% of polled advocacy organizations and 26% of research
institutions/think tanks reported the decreased funding.

As opposed to advocacy organizations only one in five research institutions/think tanks of 46% of
organizations that have a written fundraising plan developed for at least one year has decreased
funding. The rest of organizations either have increased their funding or managed to keep it at the
same level. The research institutions/think tanks that have managed to get their funding increased
primarily act in compliance with their strategic plans. They manage to maintain their funding at a
certain level thanks to various fundraising methods such as acting in line with the strategic goals of
their organizations, conducting fundraising campaigns and being spontaneous in grasping various
opportunities. The organizations that have lost some funding during the last year tend to rely on
spontaneous fundraising although they do not act much in compliance with their strategies and very
seldom they conduct relevant fundraising campaigns.

The heads of the organizations are mainly engaged in fundraising in the research institutions/think
tanks. They are less willing to engage the collective governing body, staff and volunteers in that
process if compared to the heads of the advocacy organizations. The members of the organizations are
engaged in fundraising activities the most (See Diagram 16).

5. CAPACITY OF ORGANIZATIONS TO RECEIVE FUNDING TO COVER THEIR ADMINISTRATIVE
EXPENDITURES FROM THE LOCAL SOURCES OF FINANCE AND THE VOLUME OF SUCH SUPPORT

Both 52% of advocacy organizations and 51% of research institutions/think tanks are positive that
they can receive local support to cover their administrative costs. But 43% of polled organizations
(from both groups) are not certain that there is a possibility to get funding from the local sources to
cover their administrative expenditures.

The interviews with the advocacy organizations demonstrate completely opposite opinions about
the possibility to receive funding from the local sources to cover administrative costs. Some people
think that such a possibility is “as small as possible. I would say, it is next to nothing”, whereas other
people believe that such support depends on “the project’s attractiveness, or your ability to present the
project”. The majority of polled organizations think that local funding can cover “some insignificant
costs such as communication costs, rent and utilities” as
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“for the most part the local funding covers programme events, which are clearly described in the
project. The organizations that provide funding for the project do not welcome administrative
expenditures. Very seldom there might be funds available to cover postage and telephone charges if
it is stipulated by the project. They will give money to cover programme activities and they will not
give money for administrative costs. No money for utilities, no money for rent and no money for
salaries. The only costs they could pay for were telephone charges and stationeries for the
accounting department”.

The representatives of advocacy organizations differentiate the possibilities of various local donors
and ways they can channel their support to the organizations. As one of the participants of the survey
put it “it depends on sources of finance and the amount of administrative costs and competitions of NGOs.
It is realistic to receive money to cover administrative costs from the local funding sources, donations,
grants on some occasions and other sources provided the costs are reasonable”. It is feasible to receive
money to cover administrative costs from the local government by “applying for a decreased rent for
office facilities and then the city will pay some of the administrative costs of the organizations”. Other
organizations are convinced that the administrative expenditures should be covered “by social
enterprises. If we depend on the public finance, then we will become “a pocket” (GoNGO) organization,
besides the budgetary funds are allocated only for the costs associated with the programme
implementation”.

[t should be noted that the majority of polled organizations meant expenditures related to the project
implementation and not the expenditures related to the operation of an organization in general when
talking about the administrative costs. Unfortunately, the representatives of advocacy organizations
did not indicate how much they could obtain from the local sources of finance to cover their
administrative costs. This is due to the fact that in reality the large majority of organizations just
“follow the crop”, i.e. work from one project to another project; they do not develop annual operational
plans and do not separate administrative budgets of their organizations though these organizations
might have strategic plans in place. The project approach enables them only to plan administrative
costs related to the project implementation. These costs are insignificant and limited to certain budget
items. The lack of an overall operational plan or a separate administrative budget of an organization
does not let the organization understand what administrative costs it may need to run its operations
(not just the projects) and the amount of these costs.

The experience of three research institutions/think tanks has demonstrated that they found it
difficult to receive local finance to cover their administrative costs, but it was doable. As a rule, the
share of such support does not exceed 5% of their revenues. On the other hand, the study has revealed
a gap in the understanding of CSOs of what administrative costs are. This does not come as a surprise
since all polled organizations work with the international donors that have various approaches to
what can and cannot be qualified as project administrative costs while nobody even talks about the
indirect operational costs related to the functioning of an organization. The international donor
organizations mostly provide funding to implement certain projects and they pay for administrative
expenses related to the project implementation. Therefore one of the polled organizations provided
the following answer “organizations are able to receive local finance to cover their administrative costs
to a large extent since the international donors tend to support programme activities. Therefore the local
funding covers our administrative expenses”.

6. ENSURING THE SUSTAINABILITY OF CSOs WITH THE HELP OF LOCAL SOURCES OF FINANCE
Before we get into the sustainability of advocacy organizations and research institutions/think tanks

ensured by the local sources of finance let's analyze what and to what extent organizations can fund
with the help of the local finance.
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Local Fundraising: Mechanisms, Types, Volumes, Types of Expenditures

The individual interviews with the representatives of advocacy organizations and research
institutions/think tanks have demonstrated that these organizations have experience with local
fundraising and they know what mechanisms to use.

In particular, the advocacy organizations raise local funds by

e Preparing project proposals for competitions announced by the local public authorities to
implement various local programmes

e Providing services and carrying out economic activities. For instance, one of the polled
organizations “in 2011 founded a newspaper called Legal Literacy; the newspaper is printed on
their own equipment and disseminated by the subscription via the regular post. In 2012 they
received 300 UAH and in 2013 it was already 1500 UAH".

e Receiving donations from citizens. For instance, “at the office of our legal bureau where people
receive free legal advice we have installed a box for donations and every person can support the
legal office financially. In 2012 we received 500 UAH from the local citizens”.

e Receiving donations from business for particular events. As one organization put it “business is
eager to support our initiatives aimed at local youth. For instance, in 2010 we raised 4000 UAH
for a youth project. We managed to get a discount from an entrepreneur we rent our office from;
the sum of the discount was 100 UAH per month, which makes 1200 UAH a year. The local
newspaper called Pridniprovska Zirka publishes our information messages free of charge, in our
mind this is quite a big sum of money”. Another organization is among the authors and
implementers of the Small- and Medium-Sized Business Development Programme in the
district. By providing consultations to entrepreneurs the organization receives non-repayable
financial aid from them.

e (Cooperating with the local public authorities and self-government bodies on certain terms. In
some cases the organizations act as the implementers of various state contracts. “In November
2012 we conducted a School of Social Activity for proactive young people in cooperation with the
Department of Youth and Sports of the District Public Administration with the financial support
from the district budget (in total 800 UAH)”. Other organizations receive support for their
programme activities from the people’s deputies and the local community. For example, one of
the programmes developed by the advocacy organization in 2013 enjoyed the support from
the oblast council. As a rule, the funds are raised “to implement specific city, district or oblast
projects, campaigns, competitions by filling in the application forms of a certain type, with a
certain budget and with a mandatory cooperation with the public authorities”. Sometimes the
state “encourages” the business to support CSOs in the implementation of a certain project. It
happens in the following way: “An order is endorsed together with other public authorities; then
it is registered at the department of justice and the letters are distributed to the companies to
support this project”.

e Conducting special campaigns for particular events. For instance, one of the polled
organizations conducts “PR-campaigns to highlight the performance of the Agency as a
professional entity and to have negotiations with specific managers in order to have initial
agreement on the sum of the contract or a promise such as “if the budget allows us at the end of
the first six months, they we will support this idea for certain”.

According to the polled organizations the local support is provided in the form of money, services,
volunteer’s work and intellectual resources. The potential sum the organizations have received and
can receive vary between 5 000 -6 000 to 150 000 UAH. The amount depends on the source’s capacity
(public finance, business, citizens, own economic activities) and on the regional peculiarities “in the
West one can count on funding from the local budgets, in the East - on grants from foundations. In
general in Ukraine the most common sources of local finance are local budgets, citizens’ donations;
business support does not amount to much. Revenues from own economic activities/services are small but
they are the most stable ones”.

The polled organizations commented that the sum of 100 000 UAH can be received from the public
budget; citizens can donate up to 5 000 -6 000 UAH; as for business, the sum can be up to 30 000 and
more if the sponsor likes the idea and the organization. As a rule, the public finances are used to
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implement projects and activities in line with the by-laws of a CSOs, whereas the support from
entrepreneurs, citizens and revenues generated by the social enterprises is used for administrative
costs such as office and equipment maintenance, utilities, communications etc. However, the study has
revealed that no single local donor has a clear-cut approach, rules and procedures for rendering
programme and administrative support to CSOs. The common trend is that local as well as the
international donor organizations working in Ukraine prefer to support programme activities of CSOs.
As a result we have situations as sharply described by one of the respondents when answering a
question about what expenditures (programme or administrative ones) are covered by the local
finance:

“It depends on how you look at this issue. Officially we are not allowed to include administrative
costs to the budget contracts. Therefore here we have to act according to the internal rules and
agreements between the implementers of sub-contracts that operate under the received public
contracts. Usually these people are members of the organization, its experts. They receive money to
implement certain works and then they make donations to the organization to cover its
administrative costs. Business is also interested in receiving specific services. For example, we
organized seminars-presentations for several companies in order to promote their services to the
partners of our organizations from different districts. We received non-repayable financial aid
from the company to pay for our administrative services. Therefore our experts who organized and
conducted these events for the business acted as volunteers for the benefit of our organization as
we were able to cover our administrative costs.

In other words, the organizations have to be flexible to find ways to cover their administrative costs.

The representatives of advocacy organizations think that the following programme activities are easy
to get funding for - short-term environmental and health care projects, concerts and sport events,
summer camps for disabled children and youth, development of recreational areas in the community
such as various playgrounds, parks etc. Although it is also possible to get money for certain popular
contracts such as development of investment passports and preparation of local development
strategies, conducting various activities to increase tourist attractiveness of the local territories,
working on marketing and branding of the local territories and preparation of a comprehensive
training programmes on the above-mentioned topics. But funding for these kinds of projects should be
included to the regional development programmes on tourism, small business development etc.
Therefore these services are often presented as workshops that result in concrete information
documents, websites, publications and other materials. One needs to know how the public budget is
made and be able to negotiate with public officials.

The respondents believe that it is extremely difficult, almost impossible, to raise funds to pay for legal
services of a lawyer who provides free legal advices to people or to pay a fee to the trainers who
deliver workshops for youth; to train people with disabilities and to place them at the enterprises
started by the non-governmental organizations; to pay for capacity building of members of the
organization and their participation in trainings and courses; to fund long-term projects focused on
monitoring of performance of public authorities, local self-government bodies and law-enforcement
agencies and to ensure public pressure on these authorities; to have exchange trips to other cities in
Ukraine and to cover administrative costs. As one of the respondents put it:

“The hardest is to find finance for what we need the most (as the advocacy organization) as we
have to be under the thumb of a donor or a state when it comes to project administration. If they
have announced that the money would be given to certain types of activities, then you won't receive
it for anything else but these activities, even if you badly need them for something else pertinent to
your organization”. At the same time the advocacy organizations noted that “this year the
projects of organizations that go along with the Party of Regions were supported by the local
authorities. We received funding because we have been working for many years and they take our
opinion into consideration”.
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The research institutions/think tanks raise funds by publishing ads on the websites, participating
in various press-events, producing own newsletter with the annual subscription worth of 500 UAH,
being active in own economic activities, in particular “ our own sociological service enables us to take
orders from business, politicians and local think tanks”. The experience of three research
institution/think tanks has proved the possibility of getting finance from the local sources. As these
organizations commented the volume could vary between 36 000 USD and 1 000 000 UAH and to
unlimited funding.

In general local resources come as money as well as services. These resources are used for programme
activities, salaries and administrative costs. The research institutions and think tanks believe that the
activities they can get funding the easiest include preparation of public events and studies that can be
of interest to a wide audience. One example is mobilization of resources from people and small
business to conduct monitoring of candidates to the members of Parliament in terms of their ethics
and integrity by one of the research institutions. In other words, we can say that the possibility of local
fundraising depends on the needs, relevance of ideas and values CSOs offer to the society. Only when
people understand and feel that they need this initiative they will “vote” for it with their Hryvnya. In
the opinion of the representatives of the research institutions the hardest is to receive money to cover
indirect costs since it is difficult to explain to the local donors that indirect costs are closely connected
to the programme activities of the organizations and are a pre-requisite of its existence.

Sustainability of CSOs Based on Local Sources of Finance

Diagram 17 shows the results of the poll conducted among the advocacy organizations and research
institutions and think tanks. Only 6% of research institutions and think tanks are positive that they
will be able to be fully sustainable at the account of the locally raised funds. As for advocacy
organizations, the number of such organizations is zero. The same percentage of research institutions
and think tanks is positive that the local funding can substantially contribute to their sustainability;
the percentage of advocacy organizations that have the same feelings is twice as many (13%). Twice as
many advocacy organizations (15%) are certain that local funding cannot ensure their financial
sustainability when compared to only 8% of research institutions and think tanks.

Advocacy Organizations Research Institutions/Think Tanks
0%
i Are not able at all to 6%
be sustainable 6% 8%

13%  15%

& Conduct relevant
v campaigns \'
50/50
30% 34%

& To a large extent

Fully sustainable

Diagram 17. Level of Sustainability of CSOs at the Account of the Local Resources

Individual interviews with the advocacy organizations have demonstrated that a large majority is
convinced that at present local resources can support them to some extent. They think it is because
“there is no money in the district and town budgets even for earmarked items; businessmen and citizens
face difficult times as well and they are constantly asked to act as sponsors when events/celebrations are
organized, when veterans, children need support, when money is required to improve the local
infrastructure etc”. They are ready “to work even without the local funding”. Some organizations are
certain they can survive for six months:

“If we compare the costs required to run our organization, in particular, office rent, consumables,
communications and salaries for at least 2 key staff members (in total 9 thousand UAH per month)
to the amount we raised in 2012, in particular, 71 000 UAH, we can conclude that this money is
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enough to keep the office going for six months; however we will not be able to have any
professional activities done, for instance, provide expert support etc. We will only be able to pay our
rent, maintain the website and pay salaries to the director, the office-manager and the
accountant”.

Some organizations are certain that the local finance can significantly contribute to their sustainability
“provided that the work is properly organized” and “that there is such a goal and we develop interesting
large scale projects”. It should be mentioned that several organizations already take steps to try to
make their organizations sustainable in the future, in particular, they “buy an office minivan (to be
owned by the organization) to provide transportation to disabled people, other types of equipment and
gear at the account of the local finance” or “they start a social enterprise to pay for the office and cover
administrative costs”.

As for the research institutions/think tanks they believe that the local finance can amount to 1% to
50% of their sustainability and they are positive that “if we imagine that the international donors leave
Ukraine, we will not stop our work as there are local contracts and people need our services and
products”,

7. KEY CAPACITIES OF CSOs REQUIRED TO RAISE LOCAL FUNDS

In order to attract local donors and be able to interact with them an organization should have certain
qualities, knowledge and skills, which might not be always necessary when working with the
international donors. Therefore it will be important to identify what capacities CSOs need to be
successful in their interaction with the local sources of finance as perceived by CSOs.

Advocacy organizations commented on professional and ethics qualities as well as personal behavior
of the heads of organizations. However, as one of the respondents put it “the main capacity is to have
an initiative and to have an idea” that can be implemented provided the CSOs has the following
professional capacities:

e To be able to understand the community needs, ability to listen to the community and help it
address its problems

e To have knowledge and skills to participate in the development of local programmes

e To have a set of specific professional competitive services

e To have a professional and knowledgeable team of staff members and experts who advance their
competence and learn on a regular basis

e To be able to conduct a monitoring of a local policy, programme and strategic documents

e To be able to develop and effectively implement the plan for strategic development of the
organization

e To be able to build and keep social partnerships with business and local authorities and be able
to conduct successful negotiations with potential clients

e To know how to conduct fundraising campaigns, to have necessary skills and to conduct these
campaigns on a regular basis

e To keep in contact with the members of the organization

e To engage clients in the organizational activities and encourage them to share the values of the
organization

e To be effective in what you do, in other words “one has to clearly understand why he/she does it
and to do it in a nice way so people can remember you and you don’t feel bad about it””

In addition to the professional skills the organizations should be known in the community, they should
have a good public image and inform the community about their work; they should be experienced
and have a good leader; they should be consistent in what they do, their work should be transparent
and open; they should prepare annual reports and report how they spend raised funds. Some
respondents believe that in order to receive money from the public authorities the organizations
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“should eat out of the public authorities’ hands and play along with them” and “integrate with the heads
of the respective public bodies”. However, the majority of respondents agree with a good statement
made by one of them:

“Key capacities required to raise local resources are a good name of the organization, solid
experience in implementing projects including stable contacts with public authorities, participation
of members of the organization in the advisory councils of various public authorities, participation
as implementers or co-implementers in the earmarked local programmes, registration with the
state treasury’.

The representatives of the research institutions and think tanks have added the following
professional and personal capacities to the list of the advocacy organizations:

e To offer services that will be relevant to the community and that are understood by the citizens
as the ones that require support

e To have a product that will be of interest to the local donors

e Tobe able to clearly set goals for initiatives the funding is required for

e To be able to work in compliance with the standards of the international donor organizations

e To participate in various coalitions and partnerships and have contacts with other local
organizations

e To have good relations with mass media and be visible and present in the media, to have a
communication strategy and to ensure media support to all events initiated by the organization

e To have or to be ready to have all required compliance audits and evaluations

e To have organizational capacity to receive and effectively use the raised funds.

The research institutions and think tanks understand that it takes various capacities to work with
various local donors. For instance, “in order to receive commercial orders we have to offer high quality
products, they should be reliable, well presented and innovative. Whereas for orders from the local public
authorities we need to have good relations with the decision makers; we should be able to provide a
prompt response to their requests/be expedient; we should have a stand about the priorities of the
community/country development; we should actively participate in the community development, take
part in various public events and be loyal to the authorities”,

As for other capacities, both research institutions and think tanks commented that they should be
diligent and precise, they should be able to explain and persuade as well as ask; they should have a
good track record, be creative and enjoy high trust from their partners.

Since research and analytical studies are main products of the research institutions and think tanks
they should be able to perform universal and comprehensive studies, have highly skilled experts
experienced in different sectors and a large team of specialists to conduct polls and surveys; they
should act in accordance with their professional ethics when conducting surveys and studies; they
should not distort information and ensure that their studies are consistent, precise and unbiased.

8. INTERNATIONAL EXPERIENCE

The review of the international experience with local fundraising that supports the activities of
advocacy organizations and research institutions and think tanks has revealed various approaches and
models.

Public financing (two models):
. Indirect financing (tax benefits to NGOs and for private giving to NGOs).
[I. Direct financing: financing from budgetary resources (state and local authority).
> Two Basic Models of direct government funding
v’ Grants, subsidies (to finance NGOs projects, support their institutional development,
make up for low fees for services)
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v" Contracting (paying for services provided by NGOs)
> Other Innovative Approaches
v 1% Law (Hungary, Slovakia, Poland, Romania).
v’ National foundations for civil society (Hungary, Croatia, Estonia).
v’ Use of underutilized municipal property and other kind of in-kind support (Ukraine,
Tajikistan, Poland).
v' Use of privatization proceeds to support activities of foundations (Chech Republic).
v’ Use of lottery proceeds (EU good practices).

Bussiness support
» Corporate foundation
» Direct funding (grants, subsidies to finance NGOs projects, support their institutional
development, make up for low fees for services)
» Contracting (paying for services provided by NGOs)
» Sponsorship to support events organized by NGOs
» Pro bono services

Citizens' support

Direct support

Private foundation
Family foundation
Community foundation
United Way (USA)
Community Shares (USA)

YVVVYYVY

Political parties support
» Direct funding
» Contracting (paying for services provided by think tanks)
»  Party think tank (IRI and NDI in the USA)

Other models
» Social enterprise
> Services

One of the models that might be very useful for Ukrainian community-based advocacy organizations is
Community Share model from the USA that is described below in details.

Community Shares model is the membership organization founded by several community-based
advocacy organizations (usually non mainstream) that shared the belief that grassroots social
advocacy could promote systematic change, helping ease the need for more social service programs.
The board of directors governs organization where 40% consist of staff member and rest 60% - of its
members from member organizations. All members serve 2-year term. Number of board members
might vary from 15 to 25 individuals. The advisory board consists of “big and famous people with
names”. Advisory board is getting together four times a year and responsible for identifying potential
donors and planning fundraising campaign. Usually, fundraising campaign is conducted once a year at
fall between all major holidays, when people do not have other choices such as Christmas giving to
poor. There are several ways in which Community Shares attract its fund. Traditional ways include
grants from foundations, donations from corporations and individuals. One of the most interesting
approaches of fundraising is workplace-giving campaign. Upon agreement with a company
management, employees receive pledge from Community Shares where they commit portion of their
salary to either specific member organization(s) of Community Shares or equally to all members of
Community Shares (such option of beneficiaries is very important for making choice by people who
provide donation). Of course, the most important issue is how Community Shares distributes
contributions among its members and how member organizations could use these grants. Each
member organization of Community Shares has responsibility to contribute certain (defined by
members) number of hours to organization. It could be done by participating in the committees,
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participating and assisting in campaign events, paying the dues and fees. Only when organization
contributes all hours it could receive its share of raised funds. All raised funds equally divided among
all members. Individual member organization may receive more than its equal share in two cases. In
first case, when specific contribution is made in pledge to that particular organization. Second, when
one or more member organizations do not totally or partly fulfill its responsibility about contribution
to Community Shares. In this case the organization(s) will get only part of share accordingly to
dedicated hours. The rest of the share is equally distributed among the rest of the member
organizations. Member organizations can use funds from Community Share for any purposes that help
the organization to fulfill its mission; it could be used either for general organizational support and/or
for program activity. As Community Shares members say: “the bigger pie (raised funds) the larger is
your share (this is why it calls Community Shares).”

Community Shares community model, as any other concept that is membership-based, has to be well
defined and thought through before its replication. Bylaws should clearly define requirements and
rights of its members, rules of obtaining and suspension of membership, role and responsibilities of
board of directors and advisory board. At the same time, well-developed organizational regulations
and procedures allow Community Shares to use very few staff members and involve many volunteers
from its member organizations as well. Involvement of member organizations in Community Share
organizational governance and management allow those organizations practice true participation in
its strategic planning, decision-making and implementation processes and democratic governance on
daily basis.

Conclusion. This model is very interesting to Ukrainian advocacy CSOs because it shows how
advocacy and social justice organizations can be united under one ‘roof and effectively raises and
efficiently uses funds for their activity. At the same time, that model teaches how to partner and work
in partnership with other CSOs and how “one plus one can make more than two in summary”. In
addition, Community Shares help to survive advocacy organizations either on their start up phase or in
difficult time by providing with funds raised during campaign.

CONCLUSIONS

The study has demonstrated that the Ukrainian advocacy organizations, research institutions and
think tanks generate revenues from various local sources of finance. When compared to the research
institutions and think tanks the advocacy organizations tend to rely more on local sources of finance
and the local support amounts to 50% of the share of local funding in their budgets. Over 50% of the
polled research institutions and think tanks depend on international funding. The budgetary support,
donations from business and citizens prevail in the budgets of advocacy organizations, whereas the
research institutions and think tanks reply more on their economic activities and less substantial
public finances, membership dues and business donations. Local support is mainly used to cover
events costs and administrative costs by the advocacy organizations as well as the research
institutions and think tanks. The research institutions and think tanks mainly use local funding to pay
salaries and to cover business trips related expenses. However, civil society organizations use little of
their locally raised funds to conduct advocacy campaigns.

Nearly half of advocacy organizations raise local funds according to the strategic plan and/or
fundraising plan. Only one in four organizations conducts fundraising campaigns or does it
spontaneously. The situation with fundraising activities at the research institutions and think tanks
does not differ much from the advocacy organizations. But if 28% of research institutions/think tanks
have increased their funding over the past year, only 20% of advocacy organizations reported the
increased funding over the past year. The decrease of funding was reported by 37% of polled advocacy
organizations and 26% of research institution and think tanks. It is the heads of the advocacy
organizations and research institutions/think tanks that are mainly engaged in fundraising activities,
less frequently members of the organizations and collective governing bodies, employees and
volunteers.
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The advocacy organizations raised funds by preparing project proposals for various competitions
announced by the local public authorities to implement local programmes; by providing own services
and conducting economic activities; by receiving donations from citizens and business for specific
events; by cooperating with the local public authorities and local self-government bodies on particular
terms and by conducting special campaigns for specific events. The local support is provided in the
form of money, services, volunteers’ work and intellectual resources. The experience of the polled
organizations has proved that it is possible to receive up to 100 000 UAH from the budget; citizens
can donate up to 5 000 -6 000 UAH; business can donate 30 000 and more if they like the idea and the
implementing organization. Typically the public funds are used to implement projects and activities
that are in line with the by-laws of the civil society organization; whereas the support of the
businessmen, citizens and revenues from the social enterprises is used to cover administrative costs
such as office and equipment maintenance, utilities, communications etc. The research institutions and
think tanks raise funds by placing ads on various websites, by participating in press-events, by
producing own bulletin/magazine and by conducting economic activities. The experience of the
research institutions/think tanks has proved that it is possible to raise local funds of any amount. As a
rule, the local resources come as financial aid and also services. The support is used to cover
programme-related expenses, salaries and administrative costs.

The study has revealed that in the opinion of the advocacy organizations the easiest way to get
funding is to offer programmes focused on certain concrete events. Although it is also possible to get
money for certain popular contracts such as development of investment passports and preparation of
local development strategies, conducting various activities to increase tourist attractiveness of the
local territories, working on marketing and branding of the local territories and preparation of a
comprehensive training programmes on the above-mentioned topics. But funding for these kinds of
projects should be included to the respective regional development programmes. It is extremely
difficult, almost impossible, to raise funds to pay for legal services of a lawyer who provides free legal
advices to people, to pay for capacity building; to fund long-term projects focused on monitoring of
performance of public authorities, local self-government bodies and law-enforcement agencies and to
ensure public pressure on these authorities and to pay for administrative expenditures. According to
the research institutions and think tanks events and studies are the easiest activities to get funding for;
the hardest is to find funding for the administrative costs.

The representatives of advocacy organizations have completely opposite views about the possibility of
raising local funds to cover administrative costs, in particular, from absolutely impossible to
possible depending on the volume of expenses. The research institutions think that it is rather hard to
receive local finance to cover administrative costs but it is still doable. Usually the share of such
support does not exceed 50% of revenues.

The study has demonstrated that only a small portion of the polled research institutions believes that
they are capable to ensure their sustainability at the account of local finance; as for the advocacy
organizations, none of them have such an opinion. A large majority of advocacy organizations are
convinced that at present local resources can support them to some extent. However there are also
organizations that can survive for as long as six months at the account of the locally raised funds
provided that their work is efficiently set up. As for the research institutions and think tanks, they
believe that the level of their financial sustainability’ dependency on the local finance can vary from
1% to 50%.

The study has revealed several trends that should be brought into view. First of all, local donors as
well as international donors working in Ukraine prefer to support programme activities and reduce
support to the administrative expenditures of the organizations. It does not contribute to the
sustainable development of civil society organizations even if they have long-term strategic plans in
place. Instead such approach forces the organizations to survive from one project to another. Second of
all, CSOs understand administrative expenses in many different ways; there is no consistency in their
perception of administrative costs. This does not come as a surprise since all polled organizations
work with different local and international donors that have different approaches as to what can and
cannot be included to the administrative costs of the project. Third of all, there is a lack of a concept for
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funding overhead costs related to the activities of an organization, which is widely used in the USA and
which is almost non-existent in Ukraine to support the CSOs. This leads to the next trend, which
implies “flexible” use of generated resources and invention of “non-traditional approaches” to cover
administrative costs associated with the project and day-to-day operations of the organization, in
other words to corruption, which is often “inspired” by the donors and their rules and procedures.
One more trend should be also mentioned since it has a negative impact on the potential and volume
of locally raised funds, especially from the business. This trend is tough and unfavorable legislation
that does not enable business to support CSOs openly and transparently and to make donations as the
controlling authorities can start persecutes the business. In their turn CSOs are not in position to have
their own economic activities that would help the organizations be sustainable. And this is again for
the same reason.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to disseminate successful finance models of advocacy organizations, research institutions
and think tanks the following steps should be taken:

First of all, one needs to clearly understand the role of advocacy organizations, research
institutions and think tanks, the peculiarities and specifics of their activities, their similarities and
differences with organizations that provide social services.

Second of all, a clear-cut definition of administrative costs under the project and administrative
costs of the organization should be offered.

Third of all, a concept of indirect costs should be developed (similar to the Negotiated Indirect Cost
Rate Agreement — NICRA in the USA) in order to simplify life for organizations so they don’t have to
invent and come up with talented schemes to cover administrative costs at the account of already
limited programme funds. This will create equal conditions that ensure equal competition of ideas,
services and professionalism of organizations.

Fourth of all, there has to be an interesting and quality product (s) at the affordable price and
pricing policy; it should be properly marketed and the organization has to bear responsibility for it.

Fifth of all, organizations have to be transparent in what they do, they should report their
activities, for instance, start a mandatory practice of publishing annual reports to enable others
understand and see the openness of the CSOs’ work and their generous contribution to the
development of the civil society.

And the last, the organizations should share success and experience; they should disseminate their
success fundraising stories and support successful practices. It is vital to have meetings and
workshops, train activists at the regional (how to receive funding in a particular region) and
national level (information sharing between the regions). It is important to publish manuals and
guidance with good practices as well as develop a website with these best practices or to start a
page on the already existing website for civil society organizations.

As for the finance model for the advocacy organizations, To Community Shares model has a great
potential in Ukraine. Because this model is so new and unusual for Ukraine, its introduction should
be carefully planned and explained to local NGOs. It could be recommended to conduct a pilot
project that can involve only limited number of advocacy and/or social justice organizations that
are located on the same geographic territory. In addition, all models require availability initiative
and active individuals and civil society organizations who do not afraid to take risks, are dedicated
to idea of civil society, know how to listen others, and open to learning.
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Annex 1. Terms of Reference of the Study

PACT UKRAINE
THE UNITER PROGRAM
Mapping of the successful practices of the financial sustainability

Background

Ukraine National Initiatives to Enhance Reforms (UNITER) project is scheduled to finish in September
2013. Inits final year UNITER program is undertaking a series of assessments that are aimed to
inform civil society strategies for the next five years in Ukraine.

The primary goal of UNITER is to strengthen and assist leading pro-reform Ukrainian civil society
organizations (CSOs) to sustain and consolidate democratic gains. Through financial support of
advocacy campaigns on both national and local levels Pact promotes NGOs role in reforms. However,
in order for the sector to become sustainable and independent in the future it is critical for advocacy
organizations to find local source of funding for its activities. = CCC reports that the local sources of
funding have decreased significantly as a result of the economic crisis that hit Ukraine in 2008-2009.
As Ukraine economy still remains in downturn, the local resources will not likely to replace donors’
support to NGOs. With this assessment Pact aims to map the existing best practices in the country on
generating local funding for the activities of various types of advocacy organizations.

Purpose
The purpose of this assessment is to map existing best practices in Ukraine in mobilizing local
resources by advocacy organizations in different sectors. The assessment should include:
e Mapping the best practices in mobilizing local resources in Ukraine by advocacy and research
organizations classified by type of organization
e Assess the amount of funding attracted through existing models

Research questions
1. What are the local sources of funding for advocacy organizations in different fields?
Which promising models exist in Ukraine for funding advocacy organizations in different fields?
What are the local sources of funding and/or funding models for research institutions?
To what extent these resources can provide sustainability for specific advocacy sectors?
What are key capacities and/or characteristics needed for securing these funding sources?
What is needed for replication of the models?
To what extent organizations are able to secure funding for its institutional support?
What is the approximate amount that organization can attract with the model?

NN E DN

Research methods
The list of research methods may include but is not limited to:
- Document reviews;
- In-depth interviews with stakeholders;
- Surveys;
- Focus groups.

Deliverables
- Approve research tools with UNITER staff;
- Approve categorization of advocacy organizations used for research;
- Report in English containing answers to the key research questions, executive
summary and estimations of value of the existing mobilized researches, description of the
characteristics of models of funding and recommendations for replications.
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Annex 2. List of Advocacy Organizations, Research Institutions and Think Tanks
Participating in the Study

List of Advocacy Organizations participated in the study

Ne | Hazea opzaHizayii PezioH KepieHuk
1 BO MI'O Monoaixxkuuit poH «Harre Maii6yTHE BosinHb JApy>XUHOBUY
Ceprin
2 YepHiriBcbku rpoMaiIcCbKUMA KOMITET 3aXUCTY NpaB YepHiris BikTop
JIIOJUHU TapacosB
3 MukoJiaiBCcbKa 06J1acHa IUTS4Ya pOMaicbKa opraHisanis | MukoJiaiB CeMeHKOB
«MHKoJIalBCbKa CHiJIKa CKayTiB» AHaToustil
4 BiHHUMIIbKA 06/1acHa MOJIOA»KHA opraHizalis «Hare BinHunA CtenaHelpb
NOAIJLIA» Opin
5 BceykpaiHcbKa rpoMaZicbKa opraHisanis Opeca Tpenanwok
«Acouiallis cnpusiHHSI caMoopraHi3aiii HaceJeHHs» AHHa
6 YepHiriBcbka MoJIoiXKHaA rpoMa/icbKa OpraHisanis YepHniris ['pomoBa
“Mouioab — XXI cTOIITTSA» TeTsHa
7 CBepaJsIoBCbKa CIHiJIKa 0Ci6 3 06MexXeHUMH Gi3UUHUMH JlyraHcbk OxkcaHna
MOXXJIMBOCTSIMH Ta 4YJIeHiB iX pojuH «KuTtTts 6e3 6ap’epis CopokiHa
8 BOI'OI A-BECTA BinHuna [Monynax
Jlapuca
9 I'pomajcbka opranisaris «CEBEPO/IOHELIKbKA areHI1is JlyraHcbk KipinnoBa
PO3BUTKY rpoMaun» TeTsiHa
10 | JIOO BMI'O «J/IbBiBCbKa 06J1acHa MOJIOAKHA XOCTEJ JIbBiB JloBraHuk
acouianisa» Jlecs
11 | bino3epcbkuii palloHHUN ocepesoK XepCOHCHKOI XepcoH Esna
06J1acHOI MOJIOZIP)KHOI FPOMaZiCbKO1 opraHizariii [leTpeHko
«MoJIOIPKHUH LIEHTP perioHaJIbHOTO PO3BUTKY»
12 | JloHelbKa 06J1acHA €KOJIOTiYHA IPOMaicbKa opraxisanis | JloHenbk KypaBsiboB
«/lo 4ucTuX JpKepen» BoJsioauMup
13 | loMmaHiBCbKa paliOHHA AWTSA4a rPoMa/iCbKa acoliialis MukosaiB 3aenpb
«Yucra Boga» KocTsHTHH
14 | BosuHcbKa o6/1acHa rpoMa/icbKa opraHisalisi 6aTbKiB BonuHb MenbHUK
AiTel 3 cuHApoMoM JlayHa Ta iHIIMMU NOPYILIEeHHAMU Osiena
PO3BUTKY
15 | ByKOBUHCBKHUU LIEHTP BUOOPUUX TEXHOJIOTIH YepHiB1i Babiok
Irop
16 | [lofifbCbKUU LeHTp NpaB JIOAWHU Binnunsa BapauH
Muxaitjio
17 | «Iloginbceke Exostoriune ToBapucTBo» XMenbHULBK | Biauk
Pyciian
18 | BMI'O «Mosiogixxuuit Hauionanictuunuii Korpec» Kuis Kimka
IBaH
19 | AreHuist pO3BUTKY NiAIIPUEMHULTBA XKIHOK Ta MOJIOAI JIbBiB JloBranuk
Jleca
20 | AkajeMisi pO3BUTKY YepHiriB Haguposa
HaTansa
21 | KOO BMI'O Mosoap JleMOKpPaTUYHOT 0 ANBbSHCY Kutomup QypaieT
[BaH
22 | XmMesibHHIIBKA 006JIacHA acoljiamisi CHpUsAHHSA BUpillleHHI0 | XMeJIbHUIbK | Bucoibka
npo6JieM HapkoMaHii Ta CHI/ly «BikTopisi» Jlapuca
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23 | CyMmcbKa Micbka rpoMajicbKa opraHisanis oJuHOKHUX Cymu [Tonimyk
MaTepiB Ta MaTepiB-iHBa/iAiB «BepHeHa» Hens
24 | MukoJiaiBCcbKa 06J1aCHa MOJIOA>KHA IPOMaiCbKa MukosaiB Ky3wok
opradisauis «EkoJioriyHMi NpaBOBUM 3aXUCT» Anjipin
25 | MukosiaiBCbKUH K/1y6 CIPUSIHHS CTAJIOMY PO3BUTKY Ta MukoJiaiB ['asnkiHa
no6yA0Bi rpoMaAsiHCbKOrO cycrisibcTBa "CriibHi aii" AHTOHIHa
26 | «MoJsioaiXHUHU pyX iHBaJiiB» TepHoMiIb Bacuibuyk
BikTop
27 | 3anopisbka obsiacHarpoMaZicbka oprasisanis «HapogHuil | 3anopixoks 3a60s10THa
3axucT» HaTasig
28 | IndopmanifiHo-npaBoBUH 1eHTp «Hare mpaBo» JIbBiB Anppin
Jlenak
29 | Perionanbnuii neHTp «PigHa 3eMia» Jlyrancbk Kpacii
H0J1ig
30 | I'O «MonopgixHa opraniszania «CJIABIC-BinHuna» Binaus MapsaH4dyk
Cepridt
31 | ®oHj niATPUMKH NiATPUEMHUIITBA M. [3Maia Opeca CrolikoBa
BasieHTHHa
32 | XapkiBcbka o6Js1acHa oprasisanisi npo¢eciiiHoX CIiJIKH XapkiB Penin
NiANPUEMILIB Bausepiii
33 | 'O «®onp po3BUTKY «llleBUeHKiB Kpail» Yepkacbka [Iporuimak
AkiB
34 | lIkxoJsa PiBHMX MoOXx/IMBOCTEN Kuis KoHyenkoBa
IprHa
35 | 3akapnaTcbKui perioHaJibHUW LIEHTP COLia/lbHO — 3akapnarTs Mapko
TpyZo0Boi peabiniTauii Ta npodeciliHoi opieHTanii BacusinHa
“BUBIP”
36 | XKutoMupcbKul 06/1aCHUN LEHTP MOJIOADKHUX iHinjaTuB | YKutoMup KapTomos
Anppin
37 | 'poMaachka opranisallisi «ArTeHTCTBO CTiKOTO PO3BUTKY | JlyraHcbk ['aHHa
JlyraHcbKoOro periony» Boposa
38 | I'poMajcbka opraHisanisg MoJIOAMX iHBai/iB Kpum ['osy6eB
«PeabisiTaniiHuil LeHTp» Oser
39 | Baaroaiinuii  ¢oux «['pomajichki iHiIaTUBH» JIbBiB Jlemyk
['puropiin
40 | KipoBorpaacbka aconjianis «['poMacbKi iHiljiaTUBHA» KipoBorpan TepHaBCbKUU
BiTani
41 | Baxuucapalicbka palioHa rpoMa/icbKa opraHisalis Kpum ['os10BKO
«YKpaiHCbKUH AiM» TeTsiHa
42 | «BekTOp TOJIEpaHTHOCTI» XepcoH ['penpb
Basepiit
43 | JIbBiBCbKe obJiacHe BiffiieHHs1 YKpaiHCcbKOTO GOHAY JIbBIB ['pubanbcbkuit
«PeabisiTanisa iHBanigiB» fApocaas
44 | poro6unbka opranisanis Komitety Bu6opiB YkpaiHu JIbBiB Hukousaimyva
borpan
45 | Cnoisika niinpueMIIiB MaJIoOTo Ta CepeIHbOT0 KipoBorpag HagyTtenko
nignpueMHunTBa KipoBorpacbkoi 06.J1acTi OJieHa
46 | PailonHa rpoMajcbka opranisanii «KpeMiHcbka 6i3Hec- Jlyranceka CiMmoHOB
acorjianisa» Anppin
47 | XepCOHCBKHH 06JIacCHUM GiarogiiHuM GpoH/ «3axucT» XepcoH [TosibCcbKa
Jlapuca
48 | MukosaiBcbke O6sacTHe BigainenHs BeceykpaiHcbkoi MukoJiaiB MenbHiKOBa
Bbaaroaifinoi Opranisaiii «Bceykpaincbka mepexa JIXKB» 0.B.
49 | Mosoaixaui Kiny6 Jlporo6u44maun JIbBiB Jue3Hsk
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Map'saHa

50 | [losTaBCbKHUU LEHTP CiM»i « POAUHHUHN JiM» [TosrTaBa CadpoHoBa
Jligist
51 | TaTtapbyHapchbka pailoHHa rpoMa/icbKa eKoJIoTivHa Opneca BuxpucTiok
opradisauig «BigpoxeHHA» Ipuna
52 | CyMcbKe MicbKe 06'eHaHHA rpoMasH «[)poMajcbKe Cymu Irop
Bropo «IIpaBo3axucT» PekyH
53 | XepcoHcbKa o6J1acHa opraHisallis [I[py4opHOMOpPChKUH XepcoH MowHArya
LIeHTP NOJITUYHUX TaA COLiaJIbHUX OJiekcaHp
54 | B® «lleHTp niATPUMKH iHiLiaTUB» JIbBiB Marycax
OkcaHa
List of Interviewed Advocacy Organizations
Ne | Ha3Ba opraHisanii Perion KepiBHUK
1 Binosepcbkuid paloOHHUN ocepe0K XepCOHCHKOI XepcoH [leTpeHko
06J/1acHOl MoJIO/Ti>)KHOT rpOMaZicbKol opraHizariii Enna
«MoJioIiP)KHU Y LIEHTP perioHaJIbHOTO PO3BUTKY»
2 XMeJibHHIIbKA 06J1acHa I'POMa/iCbKa opraHisailis XMenbHULbK | Biauk
«[loginbceke Ekosioriune ToBapucTBO» PyciaH
3 BMI'O «Mosogixuuit Hanionanictuunui Korpec» Kuis Kimka
IBaH
4 ATeHTCTBO CTiliKOT0 pO3BUTKY JIyraHCbKOT0 peTioHy JlyraHcbk ['aHHa
bopoBa
5 KpemiHcbka 6i3Hec-acouialis JlyraHcbk CiMoHOB
Anppin
6 JIOBY® "Peabinitaniga inBaaigis” JIbBiB ['pubanbcbkuit
fApocaas
7 MOAI'O "MuxkoJsiaiBcbKa cHiJiKa CKayTiB" MukoJiaiB CeMeHKOB
AnaTousin
8 [TosTaBcbkui 1eHTP ciM'i "Pogunuuii gim" [TonTaBa CadpoHoBa
Jligist
9 'O «MousopixkHa opranisanis «CJIABIC-BiHHULIA» Binnuis Map'ssHuyk
Ceprii
10 | 3PUCTPTIIO "Bubip" 3akapnarTs Mapko
BacusinHa
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List of Research Institutions and Think Tanks Participating in the Study

Ne Ha3zea opzaHizayii PezioH KepieHuk
1 binosepcbkuil  pailloHHUR  ocepellok  XepCOHCbKOi | XepcoH Esa
o6sacHoi  MoJiofidkHOoi ro  "MoJioAiXKHUK  IIEHTp Ctymak
perioHaJIbHOTO PO3BUTKY"
2 MuKoJ1aiBCbKUM KJIyO CIPHUSHHS CTAJIOMy PO3BUTKY Ta | MwukoJsaiB AHTOHIHa
oOyA0Bi rpOMaAsIHCBbKOrO0 cycnisibcTBa "CrisibHi aii" ['asikiHa
3 Yepxkacbka 00 "KBY" Yepkacu Cepriit
[laciyHUK
4 I'0 "AkageMmist po3BUTKY M. YepHiriB" YepHiris HaTans
HapypoBa
5 Paitonna 'O "KpemiHcbka 6i3Hec-acoriamisa” JlyraHcbk Anppin
CiMmoHOB
6 CxiZAHOYKpAIHCBKMU LIEHTP TPOMa/ICbKUX iHIL[iaTHUB Jlyrancbk Bosiogumup
[llep6avyeHKO
7 KipoBorpa/cbka aconianig "I'poMazchki iHiniaTueu" KipoBorpaz JIro60B
Jlyk»siHIIeBa
8 baxuucapaiibcka paiioHHa ro "YKpaiHCbKUH AiM" Kpum TeTsiHa
['os10BKO
9 JHINpOBCBKUU LIEHTP COLia/IbHUX AOC/i/I)KEHD JHinponert- OJsieHa
POBCBK [llapoiikiHa
10 | YepHiBenbka o6JslacHa  rpoMajcbka  opradisanisa | YepHiBui TeTsAHa
"ByKOBHHCbKa areHl1lisl perioHaJibHOTO PO3BUTKY" Jlebyxopcbka
11 | [JoHelubka MicbKa rpoMa/icbKa opraHizanis "AnbsHc" JloHelbK Haransa
CeMHUB0JIOC
12 | I'pomaaceka opranizanis "LienTp UA" Kuis Ouster
Pubauyk
13 | Mixperionanbuuii uentp JI'BT- pocaimxens "Jlonbac - | JloHenbk Makcum
COLINPOEKT" KacsgHuyk
14 | PinkuHcbKa pailoHHa rpomajcbka opradizauis "LleHTp | YepHiriB Okcana
CIIpUSHHA EKOHOMIYHOMYy Ta COLiaJIbHOMY PO3BUTKY Heyenopyk
PinkuHCbKOTrO periony”
15 | CiBepcbKUH iHCTUTYT perioHaJIbHUX JOC/i/XKEHD YepHiris Jlropmuiia
Yabak
16 | MikHapoAHUH LEHTpP NepPCIeKTUBHUX JOCAIIKEHD KuiB Irop
[lleBJsIIKOB
17 | TO "UenTp couianbui inankaTopu" Kuis Osrekcanfp
JvniieBuit
18 | CnaBytHubka Micbka 'O "JlabopaTopist Masioro 6i3Hecy” | KuiB Jlapuca
HikiTeHKo
19 | I'pomaaceka 'O "Acowianiss ekoHOMiyHOro po3BHUTKY | IBaHO- Mapia
IBano_®paHkiBminHu (AEPID) dpaHKiBCbK KoBaJiiB
20 | LenTtp nosaiTuko-npaBoBux pedpopm Kuis BikTop
Tumomyk
21 | LenTp couianbHOro mnapTHepcTBa Ta JiobiroBaHHA | Opeca Cepriit
HaYKMA [TaHzep
22 | TBopue 06"ennanusa "TOPO" KipoBorpag | Onekciit
XMapa
23 | XMenbHUIIbKUNA perioHanbHUil OGJuaroAiiHuil  ¢oHj | XMenbHULIBK | AHHa
"3MiliHeHHd rpomana” Topaintuyk
24 | lleHTp NONITUYHUX CTYAIN Ta aHATITUKH Kuis BikTop
TapaH
25 | TO "Acomiarnis Mi>kHapoJHO-TPABOBUX AOCJTiHKEHD" JlHinponeT- Ceprint
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POBCBK €1aMeHKo
26 | Mepexa po3BUTKY EBPOIENCHKOT0 NMpaBa KuiB Onekcangp
BiHHIKOB
27 | UenTp couiajJbHO-eKOHOMIYHUX gociaimxeHb CASE | Kuis Bosiogumup
Ykpaina Jly6poBChKUI
28 | [JloHeubkuH IHCTUTYT cOLiaJIbHUX JocaifpkeHb 1 | JloHelbk Bosaogumup
MOJIITUYHOTO aHaJli3y KineHb
29 | Acouianis *iHOK-AenyTaTiB MicieBux paZ YepHiBenpkoi | YepHiBLi OsieHa
06J1acTi baTpakoBa
30 | Bnaroaifinuii ¢oHA MIATPUMKHA Ta PO3BUTKY TpoMaju | 3amopixks Anxena
HikonoJsibcbKoro periony «MerneHaT» B/IM3HIOK
31 | LeHTp mocaigeHb MiCLIEBOTO CaMOBpPSAYBaHHSA JIbBiB Bosaogumup
bpurisieBuy
32 | YepkacbkaobJsacHaopraHizanisgBceykpaiHcbKoirpoma/ic Yepkacu Mukousa
bKoiopraHizanii«I')pomagaHceka Mepexa «OIIOPA Makyxa
33 | LenTp PasymkoBa Kuis Mukosa
MapTHHEHKO
34 | 'pomaacbka  opranizanis  «lleHTp  perioHanbHux | Ojgeca Irop
JOCJIiI>KeHb» CTy/leHHIKOB
35 | Baaroaiiinuii doHp «/leMoKpaTHUYHi iHiI[iaTUBY iMeHi Kuis Ipuna
[nbka KydepiBa» BekemkiHa
List of Interviewed Research Institutions and Think Tanks
Ne Hazea opzaHizayii PezioH KepieHuk
1 LenTp PazymkoBa Kuis Mukosa
MapTUHEHKO
2 bnarogilinuil ¢oHA «/leMokpaTuuHi iHiniaTuBu iMmeni | KuiB IpuHa
Inbka KydepiBa» bBekellKiHa
XB® «3minHeHHs rpoMaj» XMesibHULIbK | AHHa
lopailuyk
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Annex 3. Tools of the Study

ON-LINE QUESTIONNAIRE FORM

Dear Colleagues,

The CCC Creative Center conducts a study on existing models and practices for raising local finance by
advocacy organizations operating in various fields. The local finance stands for finance of the Ukrainian
origin, in particular, state/local public finance, donations from citizens and business, grants from local
foundations and organizations, revenues generated by organizations themselves by rendering services
and conducting economic activities etc.

The study has the following objectives: i) To identify the best practices for mobilizing local resources by
advocacy organizations and research institutions/think tanks depending on the type of an organization;
ii) To study the volume of raised funds for each of the identified model.

The study is performed within the framework of the overall evaluation of the civil society development in
order to identify various successful practices in different fields of activities of CSOs and to develop
strategies on how these practices can be further disseminated. The findings of the study will be presented
at the final conference of the UNITER Project and will help set up future priorities of the civil society
development in Ukraine.

The study will be conducted in two phases, in particular, an on-line survey and individual interviews. The
on-line survey will help discover the existing experience and practices. Afterwards individual interviews
will be held with the representatives of organizations willing to share their experience in order to
describe the successful models and practices in details. Names of organizations that will share their
models will be disclosed only with the consent from these organizations.

Your organization is engaged in advocacy activities for your clients and target groups. We would like to
kindly ask you to fill in our questionnaire form. It will not take more than 10-12 minutes. All provided
information is qualified as confidential and it will ONLY be used as a summary without going into details
and without any particulars.

Please answer ALL questions for us to be able to assess the fundraising situation with the local
finance correctly and be in position to draw consistent conclusions.

Please send the filled in questionnaire form and questions/comments to us as research@ccc.kiev.ua.
The deadline is March 25, 2013.

Thank You for Your time and answers!
Sincerely,

CCC Team
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QUESTIONS OF THE SURVEY

1. What are the main finance sources in your organization? (Please mark ALL relevant options)

]

Q
a
a

Grants from international 0 Grants (funding) from the state/local public authorities
organizations O Grants from local organizations

Donations from business 0 Own economic activities such as social enterprise
Donations from citizens o Other (Please specify)

Membership dues

2. Based on answers to the previous question please indicate the share of respective funding in
the budget of your organization.

Percentage

Grants from international organizations

Donations from business

Donations from citizens

Membership dues

Grants (funding) from the state/local public authorities

Grants from local organizations

Own economic activities such as social enterprise

Other (Please specify)

Total 100%

[ don’t know

3. What expenses are covered by the local finance? (Please mark ALL relevant options)

a

Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q

Salaries

Business trips/travel

Events (trainings, round-table discussions, conferences etc)

Advocacy campaigns

Equipment

Administrative costs (office rent, utilities, communications, etc)

An organization does not receive funding from the national sources of finance.

4. Who is engaged in fundraising in your organization? (Please mark ALL relevant options)
a

Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q

The Head of an organization
The collective governing body
Members of an organization
Employees

Financial director

Volunteers

Clients

Other (please specify )

5. Does your organization have a written fundraising plan valid for at least one year?

a

Yes, it does a No, it does not

6. Please select from the following options the ones that fit the fundraising practices in your
organization the best.

a

000 Oo

The fundraising is conducted according to the strategic plan
The organization conducts fundraising campaigns

The fundraising is done spontaneously/on ad hoc basis

I do not know

Other (please specify)

7. Has your organization experienced changes in the level of funding over the past year?
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a The funding a The level of Q The funding a [ do not know
has increased funding remained = was reduced
the same

8. What do you think the key capacities for raising local finance are?

9. In your opinion, to what extent can the local finance sources ensure the sustainability of your
organization?
0 To zero extent
To some extent
50/50
To a large extent
To full extent

0O00oOo

10. Is it possible to receive funding from local sources to cover administrative expenses?
a Yes, itis a No, it is not
Please elaborate your answer with comments

11. Are you ready to share your fundraising experience at the local level?
a Yes, I am a No, [ am not
XXXXXXXXXXXX

INFORMATION ABOUT YOUR ORGANIZATION
Please share some information about your organization

Name of the Organization

Year of Registration

Type of Registration
Non-governmental organization a Charitable Organization

Geographical Span of Activities
0 All Ukraine
0 Region/Oblast
o City/District

Telephone ( )

E-mail @

Full Name of a Person who Has Filled in the Questionnaire Form

In what sectors does your organization work (Please list no more than THREE sectors)

o Agricultural Development a Human Rights

0 Business Development a Mass Media

0 Chornobyl Q Policy, Legislation, State
0 Children and Youth a Professional Associations
a Civic Education a Religious Associations

0 Consumer Rights o Women

0 Culture, Arts, Literature a Social Issues
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000 Oo

Ecology, Environmental Protection
Health care protection, Medical Science
Charity Development

Corporate Social Responsibility

0O00OO0D

HIV/AIDS
Third Sector Development (NGO)
Regional Development

Municipal Infrastructure Development
Other (please specify)

Who are the main clients of your organization? (Please list no more than THREE groups of

clients)
o

oogoood0p0O0dO0oD

What's the average annual budget of your organization?

Children

Women

Orphans

Consumers

Civil Servants
Retired People
Senior People
Disabled People
Poor and Financially

isadvantaged/Distressed People

Refugees
Employees

Iy

Youth

Students

Artistic Circles
Professional Groups
Businessmen
Private Farmers
Scientists

Mass Media

NGOs

Whole Population
Other (please specify)

UAH

APPRECIATE YOUR TIME AND ANSWERS!
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QUESTIONS FOR INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEWS

Individual interviews are conducted only with the organizations that provided positive answers as
regards the availability of local sources of finance. The local finance model will be defined based on the
findings of these interviews.

1.

Ul W

8.
9.

What are the local sources of finance used by your organization? The local finance stands for
finance of the Ukrainian origin, in particular, state/local public finance, donations from citizens and
business, grants from local foundations and organizations, revenues generated by organizations
themselves by rendering services and conducting economic activities etc.

How do you raise funds at the local level?

How much can you receive from the local donors?

What is the percentage of locally raised funds in the budget of your organization?

Who is engaged in fundraising at the local level in your organization?

What expenses (programme-related and administrative ones) do the local sources of finance
cover?

In what way is the local funding provided?

0 Money

Services

Volunteer’s work

Intellectual resources

Other.

To what extent can the local resources ensure the sustainability of your organization?

What are the key capacities to raise local funds?

000D

10. To what extent are the organizations capable to receive support for their administrative costs?
11. What activities are the easiest to raise local funds for? And are the hardest to raise funds for?
12. What needs to be done in order to disseminate the successful local fundraising practices?
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Annex 4. Finance Models for Advocacy Organizations, Research Institutions and Think Tanks

Local Finance Models for Advocacy Organizations

Public Business Community Local Membership Own Activities International
Authorities Foundations Dues Donors
Support Framework Programme/corpo | Programme Programme/corpo | Programme/corpo | Programme Programme Programme/corpo
(Programme/By-laws rate activities activities rate activities rate activities activities activities rate activities
(Corporate) Activities
Potential Volume Up to 100 000 30000 UAH Up to 6 000 UAH - - - -
UAH
Priorities/Areas of Local priorities Priorities of the Pressing needs Priorities defined Corporate Corporate Priorities of the
Activities defined by the business and by the foundations | activities, activities, international
public authorities communities, in administrative administrative foundations and
which the business needs needs their programmes
operates
Ways to Raise Resources | Local competitions | Service delivery Service delivery Local competitions | - Service delivery Competitions
and Support Implementation of | Request of the Events Implementation of Programme
various public authorities | preparation and programmes implementation

programmes
Service delivery
Payment of rent
and utilities

Events
preparation and
implementation
Payment of rent
and utilities

implementation
Charitable boxes
for collecting
donations

Service delivery

Service delivery

Reimbursement of
Administrative Costs

Yes, there is. The
costs should be

Yes, there is. The
costs should be

Yes, there is

Yes, there is. The
costs should be

Yes, there is

Yes, there is

Yes, there is. The
costs should be

(Yes/No) related to the related to the related to the related to the
programme programme programme programme
Types of Support Money Money Volunteer’s work Money Money Money Money
Payment of certain | Payment of certain | Money Volunteer’s work Intellectual
administrative administrative Intellectual property
costs costs property
Intellectual
property
Requirements/qualifica- | Knowledge and Competitive Understanding the | Relations with the | Developmentand | Anidea Skills to conduct
tions or essential skills related to services needs of the community implementation of | An initiative monitoring
capacities the participation Social partnership | community and Community’s the strategic plan Services A team of
in the local ability to address engagement in the | on organizational professionals
programmes them activities of the development

Social partnership

organization

Relations with the




staff and members
of the
organizations

Annual budget (on
average)

149 000 UAH (as low as 200 UAH and up to 1 130 000 UAH)

Share of organization
that receives funding
from that source

43%

56%

54%

11%

46%

15%

76%

Share of each source in
the budget of the
organization

13%

11%

8%

2%

10%

4%

49%
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Local Finance Models for Research Institutions/Think Tanks

Public Business Community Local Membership Own Activities International
Authorities Foundations Dues Donors
Support Framework Programme Programme/corporate | Programme/corporate | Programme Corporate Corporate activities Programme/
(Programme/By-laws activities activities activities activities activities corporate
(Corporate) Activities activities
Potential Volume Not defined
Priorities/Areas of Activities | Local priorities | Priorities of the Pressing needs Priorities Corporate Corporate activities, Priorities of the
defined by the business defined by the activities, administrative needs | international
public foundations administrative foundations and
authorities needs their
programmes
Ways to Raise Resources and | Competitions Service delivery Service delivery Competitions - Service delivery Competitions
Support Implementation Implementation Implementation
of various of various of various
programmes programmes programmes

Service delivery

Service delivery

Service delivery

Reimbursement of

Yes, there is.

Yes, there is.

Yes, there is.

Yes, there is.

Yes, there is.

Yes, there is.

Yes, there is.

Administrative Costs The costs The costs The costs
(Yes/No) should be should be should be
related to the related to the related to the
programme programme programme
Types of Support Money Money Money Money Money Money Money
Payment of certain Intellectual Intellectual
administrative costs property property
Requirements/qualifications | Services Services Services Service Presence and An interesting Services
or essential capacities Good public Performance Attitude about Work in the visibility in the | product Performance
image standards development CSOs’ coalitions | media Competitive services | standards
Reliability of Compliance audit Active actor of the Work in the
results Good public image community life CSO’s coalitions
Good way of Institutional
presenting the results capacity
Annual budget (on average) | 982 000 UAH (aslow as 5 000 UAH and up to 12 000 000 UAH)
Share of organization that 31% 34% 34% 17% 26% 29% 89%
receives funding from that
source
Share of each source in the 7% 6% 2% 3% 7% 12% 62%

budget of the organization
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